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Form PTO-850-(Rev.
01-10-2001)

INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences:

An interference is proposed involving the following

2 parties—

PARTY APPLICATION NO. ) FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
L Ginter e af /41205 \0/4/45q - —
[ H the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes __No____ Notdueyet
[ Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):
COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. V'EILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
USA /208017 12/4 /4% 6253193 Gl26 /o1
. DY IS | s
(ASA OB[A4333 /4 /a7 4749-%2—
USA ©€/388\0% | 2/i13/45 — —

[ The claim(s) of this party comesponding to this count:

QU-93 95-102 L1QS5-

(C¢T,

W2 -[22 (24-13) 24— (3 H-l-l

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

adl

;| UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

—

{ The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count:

94,103 o4 10,1,

123,132

133 1239 4o

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

a M

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

PARTY (E?JASOV\ 'I) ,
he¢ Benson e)‘ra.Q’

APPLICATION NO.

R [sa4 ]|

FILING DATE

/31486

PATENT NO., IF ANY

5845 28|

ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

12/1/a8

’ilhe involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes _X_ No

Not due yet

4/8f/02 3% yr.fee paid

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications

Yy for conti ,).

COUNTRY

APPLICATION NO.

FILING DATE

PATENT NO., IF ANY

i| ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

[ The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count:

,,,,,

tof2

-3 S-12,15-19, 22-29
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

< ({ | . —

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: 4 , | 3 ) {4 ) Z(D‘ 214

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —

(Check off each step, if applicable) INS TRUCTIONS

¢ 1. Obtain ail files listed above.

® 2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired
for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

® 3.lf one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

¢ 4.Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit documents where necessary (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

® 5. Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Praclice Specialist in your Technology Center.

DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.

DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

Page L of (4 '
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Form PTO-850-(Rev.
01-10-2001)

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences:

N

N NO.

APPLICATIO

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count:

PATENTED oR PATENTABLE PENDING CLams
—_—)

PARTY (BCV\Son E)* APPL

Bensonetal | Afz2i38( |

ICATION No.

pu——a

INTERFERENCE INITIAL ME

i| FILING DATE

l The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count:

M

ORANDUM

10/ /ag

i l ! PATENT NoO., IF ANY I ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
e D €

Nl (2/0/9%

FILING DATE

i

5/21/a4

| PATENT NO., IF ANY

e R

[ i the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes

Not due yet

No

Proposed priority benefit

! COUNTRY i l APPLICATION NO.

i{ FILING DATE

(ist all intervening a

pplications nhecessary for continuity):

PATENT NO., IF ANY

| usa

I ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

—

H
H
4
-1
H
i
H
]
H

i

| wsa

S84s 28| 12/ /93

S

1

G
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS i| UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

a (| | —

Il

t:

® 1. Obtain all files listed above.

® 2. Confirm that the Proposed involved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired
for, among other things, failure to Pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2979).

® 3. one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

* 4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit documents where necessary (37 CFR 1.55(a)).
® 5. Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.

| 8/92/05 | i p 160 s, LR .

INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

DATE
}’427,/03 ?LgL, A olcwf{\__

30C~uil¢o

L Page__z_ OfL

20f2




1P ww.USplo.goviwebyotfices/dcom/bpal PT0-850.ht.

Form PTO-850-(Rev. INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM Lo oamis_2
To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. = _—j o
An interference is proposed involving the following 2 parties—

PARTY APPLICATION NO. “FILING DATE : PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

Ginter etal. | A/auz05 | 10/4(q9 — —
, If the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes _ No_____ Notdue yet
Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE ‘ PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
WS A RA2c8017 12/4/9% (253193 C/26/0|
USA O% (a4 333 /4 /G2 SRA2R9 ( 4/, [a9
USA 0% /388 (07 2 /13/9s — —

LThe claim(s) of this party comesponding to this count: q 4, ) o3 , loa N 23 N 22 ) EXS
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS CL‘ ( x UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS —_

[ The claim(s) of this party NOT comesponding to this count: q(_ q3, qs, {Ooz2 . Los —122 . |’24_- 13 , ’%4_._{4_%

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —_—
PARTY (Rengon F) 1| APPLICATION NO. ’ FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
|
Benson efal. | B/s41 || 1/31/96 5245 2% | 12/1 (<8
ff the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes _X_ No Not due yet 4/ 3 /02 3‘/2 ye. ’?CC mid

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY

APPLICATION NO.

FILING DATE

PATENT NO., IF ANY

ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

The claim(s) of this party conresponding (o this count: .-.: . ( 2 (4

1of2

11/5/02 10:58 AM
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all ' —_—

The claim(s) of this. party NOT corresponding to this count: |- 3 ) 5-12 . 1<-2 q

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAMS

all

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

(Check off each step, if applicable) INSTRUCTIONS

¢ 1. Obtain all files listed above.

® 2. Confirm that the proposed invalved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired

for, among other things, failure to Pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).
® 3. if one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).
® 4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit documents where necessary (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

® 5. Discuss the proposed intefference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT

TELEPHONE NO.

DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature)

TELEPHONE NO.

Page__3_of _(Q
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Form PTO-850-(Rev.

Fom P08 INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. o S

An interference is proposed involving the following 2 parties—

PARTY ((?_)Q/\é(,\/\ I) APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Benson et oL S/ 14 0o lo/1/9% — -
I if the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes____No____ Not due yet
[ Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):
COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
LSA O3 /5594 R 3156 S84S 28| 12/1/88

The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 3 3[ 42D ) 43/ 4,? , 4q , SO . s ) 67

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS d_\ \ il UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS —
i —— i
i i ding to thi : - - - -
, The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count 30-32 -4 144_.%1 4—8, SI-Sk 'SB Ca(a, @g—((oq
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
all S—
PARTY (Ben son I[I) APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Benson ebal. | CAf3203=L | S/21(49 — —
H
[ If the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet x
Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening appfications necessary for continuity): 5
COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE ; PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
UsA /1A Ol (2/t/8 — —
wsA €8 /594 3! 1/30/26 SE4S 281 \2/1 /48

L

The claim(s) of this party comesponding to this count: 4 |3 ‘4. (=3 20 21 28 , 38 . . i

10f2
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS ,‘ UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: | 3, 5-12 15~ 't,.18,22-2F 2937 . 29-53
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS ' | UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

ol —

(Check off each step, it applicable) INSTRU CTI ONS

® 1. Obtain all files listed above.

¢ 2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are still active and alf corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The Patents must not be expired
for, among other things, failure to Pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

® 3.1 one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

® 4.0Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit documents where necessary (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

® 5. Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

DATE ' » PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) x ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.
/22 Jo3 Pl T7 Vom (Gt | 2,95 305-3837
DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.
Thalog | R e > fen 30€- ¥ g0
{ Page & of b
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Form PTO-850-(Rev.
01-10-2001)

INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences:

An interference is proposed involving the following Z parties—

PARTY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Qinter ef al. O‘f/‘H(fZ.OS \0/4 /qq — _
[ if the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet

[

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
USA a [2cS01F (2/5/ag 253193 G [26 o]
USA C8 [ 4333 /4 [at S 89289 | 4 /6/39
USA o8 /388 107 2/13/as — —

The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: HO ) ({{ , \ 3q . (40

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAMS a_(( UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS _—

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: Q- ‘Oql W2 —\2E , ‘4.(_.(4-8

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —
PARTY (Rensony T) || APPUCATIONNO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Benson etal. | O3/594 8 YEIVATA 5845 23| 12/1 (S8
H the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes_X_No____ Not due yet Aoz 312 ye.Fee paid

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY

APPLICATION NO.

FILING DATE

PATENT NO., IF ANY

ISSUE DATE, [F ANY

The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count:

20, 2|

1of2
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
D .

NUP./WWW.USPI0. gov/IWED/QTTIcCeS/acom/bpair | W-09u.ntm

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

al( —
The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: ( —\ q 2 2 - ZCl
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
—_—

a

(Check off each step, if applicable) INSTRUCTIONS

1. Obtain all files listed above.

2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are stilf active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired
for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

3. f one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit documents where necessary (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

5. Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.
DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.
Page 5 of & !
20f2
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Form PTO-850-(Rev.
01-10-2001)

INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

To the Board of Patent Appeals and interferences.

An interference is proposed involving the following Z

parties—

PARTY (Benson TT)

APPLICATION NO.

c>q/l(o4 all

| FILING DATE

o/ /ag

| PATENT NO., IF ANY

| 1SSUE DATE, IF ANY

If the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes

—No____ Not due yet

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
USA 03/54 1) YNGR 584s 28| 12/1/98
LThe claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 5 2 S 3 S S

PATENTED OR PATE PENDING CLAIMS

all

| UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAMS

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count:

20-Sl, S4, S6-(S

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

PARTY C &V‘\Son m) , APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
1 H
Berson etal. | €Rf321380 | S/27/99 - —
H i
lﬂhe involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet

|

Proposed priority benefit (list alf intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY g APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO.,, IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
UsSA R/ 4 6oL lo/1 /a8 — —
USA OB /5948 (! 1/31/26 584S 28| 12/ /48

[ The claim(s) of this party corresponding 1o this count: 2 3 ) 24
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
all —
The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: — —
e claim(s) party P! g \—-22 , 25 S 3
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
—_——
a !

{Check off each step, if applicable) INSTRUCTIONS

® 1. Obtain ali files listed above.

for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

® 2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been cons|

® 4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit documents where necessary (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

® 3. i one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

® 5. Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

idered. The patents must not be expired

g/ZZ/OS f?_._L -/Q\ b{c.#e«

DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.
8/42/03 | “Hlarde . b Fuin RRS | Jo5 3337
DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

QOG- A b

Page e of 6
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Serial No. 09/411,205 - page ] -
Art Unir 2125

Interference thoxxxxx
1. Count 1: Claim 1 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. ).
2. Count 2: Claim 4 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. ).

3. Count 3: Claim 23 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. I1I).

Differences between the counts:
Count 2 depends from Count 1, but the specific security control elements, and processing in response thereto,
of Count 2 would not have been obvious over the presence of generic control elements in the method of Count 1.
Count 3 is separate from Count 1, because the comparing of multiple data packages for matching elements
in order to control processor execution of Count 3 would not have been obvious over using control elements to control

access to data objects as in the method of Count 1.

Means plus function analysis:

No means plus function language has been used.

Correlation of claims in SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. I), SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. IT), PN 5845281
(Benson et al. I) and SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al,, Senior party) to the counts:

COUNT 1:
- claim 1 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. ITT), with the following corresponding claims:
SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. I): claims 1-3, 5-12,15-17, 19, 22, 27, 29-37 and 39-53
SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. 1): claims 30-32, 34-41, 44-46, 48, 51, 56, 58-66, 68 and 69
PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I): claims 1-3, 5-12, 15-19 and 22-29
SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.): claims 91-93, 95-102, 105-109, 112-122, 124-131, 134-138 and 141-148

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. IIT) to Count 1 above.

Independent claim 1 is Count 1.

Independent claim 10 provides for the “mirror” of the method of Count 1 (i.e.; Count 1 provides for
packaging of a data object with jts usage control elements for transmission to a user, while this claim provides for
the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control elements), which would have been an

obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.
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Independent claim 16 is the apparatus version of Count 1.

Independent claim 19 is the apparatus version of claim 10, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Independent claims 27 and 35 provide for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects (i.e.; the sharing of data
objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose
of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared data environment, for example.

Independent claims 36, 41, 43 and 48, and claims 37, 42, 44 and 50, are similar to the method of Count 1
except that various steps have been omitted, such being obvious since omission of an element and its function in a
combination where remaining elements perform the same functions as before involves only routine skill in the art.

Claim 2 adds the limitation that the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification would
have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because
encrypting control data was well-known to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least
by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 47961 81, see at least col. 13).

Claims 3, 5, 17, 39 and 52 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method
of Count 1, which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the mstant
invention was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.

Claims 6, 8, 33, 40 and 49 additionally provide for the “mirror” of the method of Count 1 (i.e.; Count 1
provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user, while these
listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control elements),
which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.

Claim 7 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-known application of data object management to a licensing/Internet
environment, for example.

Claims 9, 15, 22, 32 and 34 additionally provide for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects (i.e.; the
sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-
known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared data environment, for
example.

Claims 11 and 12 provide additional limitations concerning updating of usage control elements (ie;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared

data control.
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Claims 29 and 31 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements).

Claim 30 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a
network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Claims 45-47, 51 and 53 add limitations concerning various types of data enclosed in (i.e.; the contents of)
the packages of the method of Count 1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill

n the art, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. IT) to Count 1 above.

Independent claims 30, 39, 56, 64 and 65, and claims 31 and 66, include all the limitations of the method
of Count 1, while adding the limitation that the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification
would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because
encrypting control data was well-known to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least
by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Independent claim 45 is the apparatus version of claim 30, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Independent claim 48 is the apparatus version of claim 39, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Claims 32, 34, 46 and 68 add limitations concemning various types of control data included in the method
of Count 1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the
instant invention was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution
environments.

Claims 35, 37, 62 and 69, and additionally claims 39 and 48, provide for the “mirror” of the method of Count
1 (i.e; Count 1 provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user,
while these listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control
elements), which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.

Claim 36 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-known application of data object management to a licensing/Internet

environment, for example.
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Claims 38, 44, 51, 61 and 63, and additionally claims 56 and 64, provide for repeated (re)-packaging of the
data objects (i.e.; the sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious
vanation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared
data environment, for example.

Claims 40 and 41 provide additional limitations concerning updating of usage control elements (ie;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared
data control.

Claims 58 and 60 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements).

Claim 59 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a

network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Correspondence of claims of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) to Count 1 above.

Independent claims 1, 10, 22 and 29, and claim 2, include all the limitations of the method of Count 1, while
adding two limitations. The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As
presented above, with regard to Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the
second added limitation provides that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have
been inherent to any data distribution environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of
the data, which would not be possible without some form of storage.

Independent claim 16 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 1, similar to Count 1 as noted above.

Independent claim 18 is the appafatus version of the method of claim 10, similar to Count 1 as noted above.

Claims 3, 5 and 17 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method of Count
1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant
invention was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.

Claims 6, 8 and 27, and additionally claims 10 and 18, provide for the “mirror” of the method of Count 1
(i.e.; Count 1 provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user,
while these listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control

elements), which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.
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Claim 7 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-known application of data object management to a licensing/Internet
environment, for example.

Claims 9, 15, 19, 26 and 28, and additionally claims 22 and 29, provide for repeated (re)-packaging of the
data objects (i.e.; the sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious
variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared
data environment, for example.

Claims 11 and 12 provide additional limitations concerning updating of usage control elements (i.e;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared
data control.

Claims 23 and 25 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmiésion (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements).

Claim 24 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a

network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) to Count 1 above.

Claims 91-93, 95-102, 105-109 and 112-119 are identical to claims 1-3, 5-12, 15-19 and 22-29 of PN
5845281 (Benson et al. I) above. Accordingly, the following applies:

Independent claims 91, 100, 112 and 119, and claim 92, include all the limitations of the method of Count
1, while adding two limitations. The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted.
As presented above, with regard to Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally,
the second added limitation provides that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have
been inherent to any data distribution environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of
the data, which would not be possible without some form of storage.

Independent claim 106 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 91, similar to Count 1 as noted above,

Independent claim 108 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 100, similar to Count 1 as noted

above.
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Claim 120 is substantially similar to the method of Count 1, except that equivalent language from the
specification of Ginter et al. has been used.

Claim 135 is the apparatus version of claim 120, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above,

Claims 93, 95 and 107 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method of
Count 1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having‘ ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant
mvention was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.
Corresponding claims 121, 122, 124 and 136 use the equivalent language noted above.

Claims 96, 98 and 117, and additionally claims 100 and 108, provide for the “mirror” of the method of Count
1 (i.e.; Count 1 provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user,
while these listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control
elements), which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1. Corresponding claims 125,
127, 129, 137 and 146 use the equivalent language noted above.

Claim 97 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-known application of data object management to a licensing/Internet
environment, for example. Corresponding claim 126 uses the equivalent language noted above.

Claims 99, 105, 109, 116 and 118, and additionally claims 112 and 119, provide for repeated (re)-packaging
of the data objects (i.e.; the sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an
obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a
shared data environment, for example. Corresponding claims 128, 134, 138, 141, 145, 147 and 148 use the
equivalent language noted above.

Claims 101 and 102 provide additional limitations conceming updating of usage control elements (e;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared
data control. Corresponding claims 130 and 131 use the equivalent language noted above.

Claims 113 and 115 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements). Corresponding claims 142 and 144 use the
equivalent language noted above.

Claim 114 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a
network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Corresponding claim 143 uses the equivalent language noted above.
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COUNT 2:
- claim 4 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. II), with the following corresponding claims:
SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. Il): claims 4, 13, 14, 18, 20, 21,28 and 38
SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. II): claims 33, 42, 43, 47,49, 50, 57 and 67
PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I): claims 4, 13 and 14
SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.): claims 94, 103, 104, 123, 132 and 133

** Since the claims of this count are dependent upon the claims of Count 1, the following analysis tracks Count 1
precisely, with regard to the relationship between the claims in Benson et al. I, I and IIl. The rationales have been

repeated here, with appropriate claim numbering.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claim 4 is Count 2.

Dependent claim 13 is substantially similar to Count 2, except that it depends from parent claim 10, which
differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent Count 1 was provided
for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 1.

Dependent claims 14 and 28 add the limitation that p}ocessor execution is dependent upon the control data,
which is an inherent purpose of using control data.

Dependent claim 18 is the apparatus version of claim 4, similar to the method of Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 20 is the apparatus version of claim 13, similar to the method of Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 21 adds the limitation that the encryption uses a specific type of algorithm, which was a
well-known type of algorithm at the time the instant invention was made. As admitted by Applicant, at page 10 of
the instant specification, it was well-known in the art to use “any appropriate, commercially available [encryption]
module.”

Dependent claim 38 is substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that it d'epends from parent
claim 36, which differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, various steps of storing and/or
concatenating are omitted, such being obvious since omission of an element and its function in a combination where

the remaining elements perform the same functions as before involves only routine skill in the art.
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Correspondence of claims of SN 09/1 64,606 (Benson et al. II) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claim 33 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 1, while adding the limitation that
the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification would have been obvious, to one having
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because encrypting control data was well-known
to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at
least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Dependent claim 42 is substantially similar to Count 2, except that it depends from parent claim 39, which
differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent Count 1 was provided
for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 1.

Dependent claims 43 and 57 add the limitation that processor execution is dependent upon the control data,
which is an inherent purpose of using control data.

Dependent claim 47 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 33, similar to Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 49 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 42, similar to Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 50 adds the limitation that the encryption uses a specific type of algorithm, which was a
well-known type of algorithm at the time the instant invention was made. As admitted by Applicant, at page 10 of
the instant specification, it was well-known in the art to use “any appropriate, commercially available [encryption]
module.”

Dependent claim 67 is substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that it depends from parent
claim 65 which differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, various steps of storing and/or concatenating
are omitted, such being obvious since omission of an element and its function in a combination where the remaining

elements perform the same functions as before involves only routine skill in the art,

Correspondence of claims of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claim 4 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 2, while adding two limitations. The
first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard to
Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage.

Dependent claim 13 is substantially similar to Count 2, except that it depends from parent claim 10, which
differs from parent Count | as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent Count 1 was provided

for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 1.
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Dependent claim 14 adds the limitation that processor execution is dependent upon the control data, which

is an inherent purpose of using control data.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claims 94, 103 and 104 are identical to claims 4,13 and 14 of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. D
above. Accordingly, the following applies:

Dependent claim 94 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 2, while adding two limitations. The
first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard to
Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage. is identical to Count 2.

Dependent claim 123 s substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that equivalent language from
the specification of Ginter et al. has been used.

Dependent claim 103 is substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that it depends from parent
claim 100, which differs from parent Count 2 as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent
Count 2 was provided for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 2.
Corresponding claim 132 uses the equivalent language noted above.

Dependent claim 104 adds the limitation that processor execution is dependent upon the control data, which

is an inherent purpose of using control data. Corresponding claim 133 uses the equivalent language noted above,

COUNT 3: 23
A3 laim 2q of SN 09/321,386 ' 1 ith the f i i ims:
jee 3 -claim 2Q o , (Benson et al. II), with the ollowing corresponding claims:
C.
% I”' SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. Il): claims 23 and 24

SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. II): claims 52,53 and 55
PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I): claims 20 and 21
SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.): claims 110, 111, 139 and 140

** Again, although these claims are independent of the claims in Count 1, the following analysis still tracks Counts
1 'and 2 precisely, with regard to the relationship between the claims in Benson etal. I, IT and Il The rationales have

been repeated here, with appropriate claim numbering.
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Correspondence of claims of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III) to Count 3 above.

Independent claim 23 is Count 3.

Claim 24 adds a limitation concemning various types of data enclosed in the packages of the method of Count
3, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, as a consequence of

implementation in a particular data sharing environment.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. II) to Count 3 above.

Independent claim 52 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 3, while adding the limitation that
the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification would have been obvious, to one having
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because encrypting control data was well-known
to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at
least claim $; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Claim 53 adds a limitation concerning various types of data enclosed in the packages of the method of Count
3, all of which would have been obvious choices of design, to one having ordinary skill in the art, as a consequence
of implementation in a particular environment.

Claim 55 additionally provides for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects of the method of Count 3,
wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and

accessibility of the data objects in a shared data environment, for example.

Correspondence of claims of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) to Count 3 above.

Independent claim 20 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 3, while adding two limitations.
The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard
to Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage.

Claim 21 additionally provides for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects of the method of Count 3,
wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and

accessibility of the data objects in a shared data environment, for example,
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Correspondence of claims of SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) to Count 3 above.

Claims 110 and 111 are identical to claims 20 and 21 of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) above. Accordingly,
the following applies:

Independent claim 110 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 2, while adding two limitations.
The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard
to Benson et al. I, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage.

Independent claim 139 is substantially similar to the method of Count 3, except that equivalent language from
the specification of Ginter et al. has been used.

Claim 111 provides for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects of the method of Count 3, wherein such
would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data
objects in a shared data environment, for example. Corresponding claim 140 uses the equivalent language noted

above.

**NOTE: claim 54 of SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. IT) and claims 25 and 26 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. IIT)
do not have corresponding interfering claims in SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.).



Serial No. 09/411,205 -page 12 -
Art Unit 2125

Correlation of claims in application copied from PN 5845281 to claims in patent:

Appl. S.N. 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) PN 5845281 (Benson et al. )
91 ' 1
92 2
93 3
94 4
95 5
96 6
97 7
98 8
99 9
100 10
101 11
102 12
103 13
104 14
105 15
106 16
107 17
108 18
109 19
110 20
111 21
112 22
113 23
114 24
115 25
116 26
117 27
118 28
119 29
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